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Abstract

Patterns of population change between 1950-60 and 1960-70 are analyzed for U.S. noninetropolitan incorporated
cities and towns. Ranging in size from less than 100 up to 50,000 population, they induded over 30 million people in
1970, or about onealf of the total population living.outside metropolitan areas. For this study, a constant geo-
graphic boundary is maintained and the research reliant) places outside metropolitan areas as defined in 1963.
Variations in population growth are examined by size groupings and other variables such as regional location, presence
of an interstate highway, distance from a metropolitan central city, an. annexation. Results from both the l950's and
1960's indicate that any general view of small towns as declaim& or dying is gossly inaccurate. Places in nonmetro-
politan attas grew in population 14 percent in 1950-60 and 10 pement in 19u0-70, this rate of growth was less rapid
than the metropolitan sector, but more rapid than the nonmetroeuittan population outside incorporated places. There
were growing and declining towns in all size classes but only the very smallest d illage_dasses witnessed population
loss more commonly than growth in the 1960-70 decade.
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Summary

Contrary io the popular impression of the 1950's and
1960.s, the majority of U.S. towns of less than 100 up,
tu 50,000 population wcre not declining in population,
let alone dying.

The number of tilaes in townies that Were nonniotru
as of 1963 increased slightly between 1950 and 1970,
with more new plates being established than disine-
norating. Altogether, they grew in population 14 percent
thy first &ode and 10 pereent the second less rapidly
than the metro sector. but inure rapidly than the
nunmetro population outside incorporated platts. Over
tone, a higher proportion of plas arc found in largvr
size 4.1asses as 4 tonsectuente of this growth mid 23
places had become metro tentral cilies by 1970. By
1970, the nonmetro mtorporated plates had over 30
million people, about kill the total population thing
outside metro areas.

In the 1950's, the larger nonmetro places were more
likely than smaller Oates to grow ancr to have more
rapid growth. This pattern lessened, however, in the
1960's with a diminution of rates for larger enters and a
growth resuwente of smaller plates. partitularly in the
South away from the Atlantic coast.

A good deal of the growth differential by size of
plac, is due to the very small plates under 1,000 in sag.
When villars are tlassified by sizeintervals of 100, there
is a regular torrespondente between Luger size class and
highet ascrage growth up to about 700 population for
the United Slates and the Not th Central States over both
decades and for the South m 050-60. Above this site,
differences it. growth rateb by town sItc, are rullunkil. hi
thc South over the latest decade, 60 percent or more of
the villages grew in all sue aiSses. o get a better
understanding of the growth of mtorporatcd tenters in
their total context, they were subdivided to
size of largest place in the tounty J5 of 1960. The
resurgente of small town growth in the South -,vay from
the Atlantic toast presoded regardless of sue of largest
plate in the county. In the Wcst North Central States,
this Was true for two out of three groupings attording to
site of largest place.

Decentialization of the poliulalion Was exaMined by
contrasting growth In arid out of incorporated touters
for the two detades and comparing metro with now
metro group.ugs. A deantralltation pattern Was more
evident in metro than nimmetro areas otrei both him
periods, but there was intteasm. detentralit.ation of
people in nonmetn, areas into ilie open country and
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other umneorporated territory in the 1960s caumpared
with the 1950's. The rate of decentralmation in metro
xeas, on the other hand, appeared to hive stowed down.

Classification of counties by distance from a metro
tenter shows that detentralition trends ..re not lamed
to nunnietru areas that arc near a metro tity. Nor is the
intreased growth of villages attributable only to metro
=en.

The presence of an interstate highway m a county
appears, on the surfate, to stimulate giowth,, but inure
notably outside rather than inside uturporated centers.
Fur most tategoncs coosidered, however, thus' growth
effect was found during or even before the early stages
of interstate construction ni the 1950's as well as in the
More reent decade. Instead of growth ocUrring as a
result of highway construalon, it appears that inter-
states have generally been built along traffic corridors
corresponding to existing population g;owth patterns.

Most populat iun growikby nonmerro cities is accom-
plished through annexation of .surrounding unincor-
porated settlement. Thus, two-thirds of the growth of
incorporated plates over 2,500 for the 1950-60 period
was in territory annexed after 1950. This was true of 90
pertent.of growth during 1960-70. Population density
within pre-existing Aty lumts tends mit to IneleJSC. Only
in the Northeast is annexation not an almost universal
meatus of Atapturing population growth today.
Although annexation by plajes over 2.500 was more
prevalent in the 1960's than in the 195o's, the average
number of people annexed Was -smaller. This was
consistent With the lower levels of urban growth during
the lat ter period.

The structure of small town population thane is not
simple. It is affected by sue of town. location with
respect to other towns, regional imation, annexation
polities, highway developments, and a variety of etc,-
nonut and social factors not tonsodered in this study.
There are growing and declining towns m all size classes.
but only the very similes! 4.1ass of villages had popula,
lion loss more often than growth ii the List two detades.

Substantial differences between the population
change patterns of towns in Ilk 1960's compared with
the 1950's have been noticed only in retrospett. They
were not sensed Junin; the time they were otturring.
They give evidence that the pattern of population
change in nomticiro towns Is WO.) tlynalith., both in
comparison with national thaw, and in regard to the
relation of [owns to their hinterlands.



POPULATION CHANGE IN NONMETROPOLITAN CITIES AND TOWNS

Glenn V. Fuguitt
Department of Rum! Sociohly
University of Wisconsin-Hadison

Introduct ion

The VS. population. always growing albeit unevenly
over parts of the country, has lustorkally show n most
rapid growth in and around metropolitan (metro) clues.
Concern over rural-to-urban migration with its corre-
sponding urban crowding and depopulation of rural
areas has led to proposals for national and State polieies
to Slow tar reVerse such trends (1, 21. 22, 6).' Rural
development programs supported by Federal and State
governments have been justified in paii by the need to
alter patterns of population change (see. for example.:.

Anal> /is of current nonmetropolitan (nonnietro)
population trends may make a useful contobution to
rural dOvelopmem planning and action as well as oi
effons to consider overall policies and 'mop-anis affect-
ing population distribution.

This study explores an important segment of the
nonmetro population its incorporated cities and
towns-and extends previous work on the subject (10,
11. 12) These places, which serve as employment
centers put providc goods and services for vast areas,
contain about half of the population Irving oot side
metro areas. and include towns varying in site from
fewer than 100 up to 50,000 people. The main focus is
the pattern of population change for such places
between 1950-60 and 1960-70 (data in this report are
Filmed on the decemdal censuses of 1950. 1960. and
1970).

For 100 3cars at least. there has been considerabk
concern about the fate of the declining village or very
small town bypassed by trade routes or Industry (for
example. 18. 8. 13. 19). Many of the smallest places are
unincorporar,cd and not separately idetnolieil in the
census For the others, it is important to note recent
trends in population sin by geographic hx.ations As a
start, this will show that the word "declining" is not a
necessary modifier of the words "village" or "small
town." In fact, analysis reveals:Ili unexpected upturn of
growth in some parts of the country.

To sonic extent. die widespread reputation of small
towns as dying may represent an impression from their

' liaticired numerals to parentheses refer to reterenkcs on it 16.
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business trends. Johansen (/6) has shown that. from
1450 to 1970. nonmetto towns of fewer than 2.500
people had an average dedine of nearly a third in the
number of Lynam= business eoablishmetits. Such
losses have a visible impact oil the plo sical fabric ol
towns.. Yet, the sante .t.lai.e ilicreaSed in population by
an average of one-mnth. Thus, residential fiinct ions of
smaller nomnetio towns are seen to have taken a
tontrary overall totIm froin their business lonttions.
Business dethne does not pretiude population growth in
an era when there arc more retired people and a greater
propensity to the in one place and work in another.

Largo nonmetro mcorpoiated eines are typically the
major trade and manufacturing centers in then areas
unless the) are dominated by a nearby metro cuy.Some
are in the process of becoming metro cities, by growing
to exceed the criterion of 50,000 population set by the
Federal Government to deternunc metro status. Other
nonmetro titles are &dining and many show cvidenee
of detentrahlation.. A mmiber of these cities may play
an important role in rural development efforts through
the so-aled "growth center strategy" of encouraging
growth in an area through incentives to larger centers (4.
7.9; 14, 15).

As a proper basis for study of growth over the last
&Ade, towns are studied that Were not in Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA) in 1963.2 ibis is
the date when the Bureau of the Budget completed as
revision of SMSA boimdanes based on the data of the
1960 I.etis us. County equivalents of SMSA's arc Med tor
the rttctro-nonnietro dtstinaton in New England in order
to make data for this region consistent with the rest of
the oonntry.

Sinte the 1963 definition is used, cities and towns are
treated as 110111110w that subsequently were classified as
metro after the 1970 census because of their growth
during the prior decade. On the other hand, although we
deal also with the 1950-60 decade, places en counties
that became metro between 1950 and 1963 are
excluded. As a Lunsequente, law lionnictro places do

2Art SMSA is a eounly or gnum of conliittioth countieg
nheept to New England) ontaintng at log one eentral City or
Ober urban Inn kuk wail at least 50,000 people
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not show as rapid J giow th in the 1050% .Is in the
1%0%, foi many rapidly gioWitti, pl.n.es tit the foralet
Jew& bei.anie metro before 1963. 'nu: 41401.1,,,e 01 J
eunst.tlit Ilt opaphit. :,oundaty outweighs duathantages

-

shown by these problems Hi oUl vieW. Ill a sillaIdyr:
tabulation (tabk 4), population Lhange patterns are ..
Amid Listt'd lot imorporated pl.kes using the rionnietro
desigiul ions of 1950. 1963, and 1970.

Change in Number of Places and Population by Size Group

There are 9.d1 titer 13.000 nonmetro ukor
'yowled anter., v. Ilts ynited Slate+ 4.out4ronig nearly .t

si" "I the ","A NoiLII", II": 14-b-es ar -las+ifietl
by site in Lillie I for 19A0, 1960, and IirO. There i, a
gradual umease In the number 101 p1.ik.0 00;1 tune PaN
is true tor ekep. We group and oter e1ell detAle with
on4 two 0ptions Simitall!., population ill these
cent ers 11.IS UKt Wed eUept t, It the Inkier 500 sire %lass
in both decades and the 500-099 las. i A. er 1950 (10 The
a%era,..:e populattim site for the un1er-500 group flotuitt
N. do,kling the population by the numbet of p1ac.:9
declined from 26.1 to 2;2 6. 246 user the 20-year
lieriod The ai.elag,: Ate ot A Itonmeno pla..e together.

on the other lund, ex...hiding those in 1970 dial grew to
twer 50.000. increased from 1.984 to 2.218 to 2,310. In
short, table I roeals a protess of tAnitintung tirbatima-
t [[[ , With nit teasing nunikrs of 4.entm awl population
mid int.reasing a wrap! we of plate. Moreover, 23 plates
grew to become met ro cent ral ei ties N. 1970. -

The nature of Me ..hanges takilig plat.e from 4keade
lo (li:Lade is ,hoWn more t-learly in table 2. As J center
grows or declines al puttalatoa. a nia) bid! Irom one
we class to another. Also. new 0.6.0 ate added at each
,misiis and others are dropped because of tonsolidatIon
or dismouporation. 1-or both tleades, shift, between
we dames le-adted to a net loss Isn the two smallest Sia

Table 1 %umber and populanon of nonmetro incorporated places by we, 1950. 1960, and 1970'

ropta.ittuit si/c . lays
1950 I-

\umber
01 pla,.es

1.

50.000 or mote
10.000-49.999
2.500-9.999 .

1.000-1499 .

500-999 .
Le.ts than 500

Population

1960 19711

Number
of iilatet

i
I
I Pl/p111111011

NUMbet
01 plate,

..

Population

\umber

13.057 25.903,419 13 436 29.916.675 13.818 33.302.661- 23 1,441.083
542 10.251.225 662 0,394,599 716 14313,948

1,711 3,347.308 1.879 9.177.374 3.015 9.865.608
2.494 3,905.113 2.566 4.024.250 2.638 4.155,693
2.746 1.942'78 2.608 1.866.288 2.656 1.906.060
5344 1,456,995 5.771 1.454.164 5.770 I.420.269

' Includes &omit. betwcen 1950.60 and 1960-70 Nonnwtw qaint as of 1963

fable 2-Change in Me number of nonmeuo places by site. 195040 and 1960-70

Decade and population
site tlaNs

Number Jt ;

beginning I

of tic....tde
:

Net thaw 1
I

by Intettim i
ithin.
I

ts:Illtiber Jt
Itroppeti New plate,. end of

one' twain.
I I

1950-60
Number

1 otal ..., , .. 11.051 -114 543 13.486
50.000 or more .. - - -,.
10.000.49.999 542 118 - 2 662
2.500-9.999 . 1.731 123 -5 25 1,879
1.003-2,499 2.494 20 .9 61 2.566
500.099 . 2.746 -222 -14 98 2,608
I tmt nun 500 5.44 -44 -86 is, 5.771

1960-70
rout .. ... 13,486 -- 194 526 13.818

50.000 or more - 20 -- 3 23
10,00049,999 662 51 -2 5 716
2.500-9.999 . . 1.879 124 -3 20 2.015
1,000-2.499 Li66 39 10 43 2.638
500-999 . . .. 2.408 .20 -14 82 2.656
Lew than 500 5;171 -214 -160 371 5,770

0 Ihnsiethporated or or hentwe tc.sed to enst J. J separate munropalny
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.v- classes and a net gain for the larger classes (table 2). A
breakdown of the net shift (column 2) revealed that
most shifts -74 percent over 1960-70 and 70 percent
over 1950-60were due to growth of a place from a
smaller to a larger size class. Table 2 also shows that
dropouts and new places arepredominamly in the
smaller size cruses, with the latter considerably more
numerons than the former. thus contributing to the net

_growth of centers seen in table I.
This analisis suggests that there are two ways-to look

at growth in the context of size classes. Table I

indicated stability or decline over a decade in several of
the smaller size classes, buttabk 2 revealed this was due
in large pare to centers growing out of a class and not
being replaced. Data on the growth of size classes, then.
should be supplemented by data on places classified by
initial size and followed over a decade, regardless of their
class at the end of the period (see table 3). With one
exception, the percentage change of places by mmal size
is equal to or larger than the percentage change by class.
reflecting the net shift of places up the size hierarchy.

in comparing 1950.60 with 1960-70. we see that in
both decades larger size groups have larger population
change figures. but growth differentials among size
groups were much lower in the latter decade. This is doe
to a decline in the rate of growth or larger places and.
perhaps unexpectedly, an increase to the rate of growth
for smaller places.

Because the 1963 metro distinction is used here,
places in counties that became metro between 1950 and
1963 are excluded. if they are included in the group
classed by size in 1950 (table 3. column 2), the percent
change figures for the 1950-60 decade are all larger:
front the smallest to largest size group. the percentages
are 3. 11. 14. 19. and 22. The fact that places 1500 to,
10.000 in 1950 grew 17 percent and places over 10.000
grew less than that (15 percent) in table is thus seen to

Table 3-Change in population of non metro towns by size class
and initial size,.1950-60 and 196070'

Population

1950-60 1960-70

Size
class

Places by
banal
size

Sire
class

Places by
initial
size

10,000-19.999

Percent

30 IS 10
2.500.9,999 10 17 8 10
1,000-2;499 .. 3 12 4 9
5001999 .

.500
4 3 9

Less than . 1 -1

'Population change by size class is the change in number of
persons found to be hying vothin a given size class of towns at
two different dales. The towns somprising the class may change.
Population change in places by initial size shows the change
within a given set of towns grouped by their population at the
begmmng of the period. The places comprising the group iemain
Identical.

be doe ,to the fact that sonic rapidly growing larger
places grew to metro status.

The effect or different tnetro definitions is shown
further in table 4. This table gives the aggregate
population change for places classed by Initial size
according to the nonmetro definitions of 1950, 1963,
and 1970, The rate of growth is the same or lowered for
each succeeding definition, indicating again that, over
time, rapidly growing nonmetro places are successively
drawn out of this universe by their shift to metro status,

This is seen more clearly by comparing columns 3, 4.
and 5 of table 4 which represent a mutually exclusive
division of the places that have been nonmetro since
1950, Column 3, nonmetro In 1970, is in fact the places
that were nonmetro in all three tune periods. This

Table 4 -Change in population of nonmetro places by initial size. 1950-60 and 1960-70.
and nonmetro designatiorts of 1950. 1963, and 1970

Decade and On tial
vie class

Nonmetro

1950 1961

195060
50.000 or more -.
25.000-19.999 22 11

10.000-24,999 .. 22 19
2.500-9.999 .. ... 19 17
1.000.2.490 , 14 12
500.999 .. . 11 8
Lem than $00 . 3 1

1960.70
50.000 or more 11 --
25.00049.999 14 11
10.000.2.1 909 12 9

2.500.9.999 .. 13 10
1.000.2.499 . 12 9
500.999 . 1

9
Less than SOO . 7 3

desiguaiton

Perron

9
17
16
12

9

10

8
4

Noninetro
1950, 1963.
metro 1970

Noninctro
1950. melro
1963. 1970

16
45

27
25
16

?.1

24
24
1!
42
30

54
48
41
4 2
.19

31

31
27
33
37
42
12
SG

7 3



column plus column 4 represents places which werc
nonmetro M 1963 and thus included in our universe,
whereas the last column consists of places that beome
inetro by 1963. Again, there is generally an order*
progression of percent increases from left to right. with
places becoming metro whet showing the highest
growth.

Despite the fact that imorporaled onters moving out
of nonmetro status tend to/grow much more with7
than those that do rwt show !mai movement. a
lamparison of %..olumns 2 and 3 of table 4 indicates that
at least NO regard to aggregate growth, the res.:its of
this studyWould have been little thfferent lud we used
the 1970 nonmetro definition.

Growth and Decline of Cities and Towns

lit addition to considering the aggregate'grOwth
groups of Mies and towns. it is important to compaie
growth trends with the plae as the unit of analysis. rot
this purpose, the percent of chaise in population has
been computed for every place over eaM of the two
decades. Comparisons are then made either of distiibu .
tion of places by percentage change or of the proportion
of places growing among various size and location
groupings.

The detailed distribution of places by percentage
change in 1950-60 and 1960-70 is given in table 5 for
pla..es grouped by size at the beginning of the dkccade
The results are consistent with the aggregate analysis in
table 3. in general, larger places are more likely to be
found in the higher percentage change columns. Differ-
ences by initial size are less in 1960-70 than in 1950 60,
however, with larger places tending to show low cr'rates
of growth in the 1960s than in the 1950's .ind smaller
places showing higher n tes of growth M ihe 1960's.
,,For both decades, places initially under 500 popula-

tion are partkularly noteworthy in that over one-1...dr
declined in population and one-third declined more than
10 percent. Since the differefte between the distribu-

wan of this group and 11,e next one is the ingest of any
two adjacent groups fur whet &Lade. it is lear ilial
inui.h of the variation o. I* growth by sge is &Mild annum;
sinaner ii4t.e5 ander 1,000. To eXallutte this relationship
m more detail, we have graphed (fig. 1) the propui lion
of plaesgruwing and the pi opuition growing 15 perent
oi more for places of fewer than 1,000 people grouped
by intervals of 100 initial population size.

. For the entire Nation. there is a rather steep, regular
inrease in the propuition of plaes growing, from maul
size of fewer than 100 up to about 700-800. The lines
foi both dcades are aripioximately parallel up to about
500 in size, with the line for 1960-70 about 6 or 7
percentage points above that for 1950.60. Other sealolls
of this chart show the situation in the North Central
and South census regions. There are too few places in
the Northeast and West for separate consideration. The
North Central States show a slightly steeper slope than
the United States as a whole, primarily because the pro-
portion of very small places growing is less in that
region. The line for the 1960-70 decade is only shghtly
above that fot 1950.60 though the two are parallel as
with the total United States. It is essentially In the North

Table 5 Distribution of nonmetro places by percentage change in populMion and initial size. 1950-60 and 1960-70

Decade and initial
population site

class
Plasm

Change
in pope-

lai ion

Distribution of places by percent change

To1.11

Population Ion Population gain

Of Mom
growing

10 or
mote

Less
than 10

Less
ihait 10

20 or
10-19 niOro

Numher Parent
1950-60

AO places 12,76S 14.2 100 24 20 22 IS 19 56
25.000 or more 117 10.8 100 4 17 31 26 22 79
10.000.24.999 425 18.9 too 5 13 24 23 35 82
5.0009,999 669 17.1 100 17 25 20 33 78
2.5004.999 1,048 16.6 100 7 17 27 21 28
1.000-2.499 2.478 12.1 100 13 21 26 18 22 66
500-999 2.722 8.4 100 19 22 25 14 20 59
Less than SOO 5.306 1.0 too 38 21 17 11 13 .41

1960-70
All piton 13.292 9.6 100 21 23 23 14 19 56

25.000 Or OlOre 168 11 1 100 15 18 27 IS 25 67
10.000.2099 492 9.3 100 8 28 27 16 21 64
5.0p0-9,999 730 10.0 100 8 2$ 29 18 20 67
2.5004,999 . 1.141 10.2 100 11 24 28 17 20 65
1.0002.499 2.$56 9.2 100 12 25 27 16 20 63
500499 2.594 9.0 100 16 23 26 16 19 61
Less than SOO 5.611 4.7 100 32 20 19 11 18 48

4
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Central States, where there ate hundreds of very small
incorporated places, that the notion of "dying" small
towns comes closest to reality.

Results for the South are most interesting. rot
1950-60, the slope is rather like that for the entire
United States except that une.half of the places under
100 grew in the South compared to one-thrid for the
United States. The pat tem for 1960-70, however, ts
quite different. The hue is almost homonial. the
,proportion growing for poops of plaues under 700 III
1960 Pe.D wniparatibely bib II and uniform, ranging hum
58 to 67 peruent, Most rourgence of growth in very
small plias appe:M to have Liken Ake in the South.

Accordmg to 'the bottom Imes of figure h---Vapid
growth appears to be less ssouated with initial sizi: fot
these small places than the percent growing. In each
graph, the proportion of places growing more than 15
percent has not shown much variation by initial sze, In
die South, however, there is a pattern similar to that for
the percent growing, with some association by sue in the
1950s bot essentially none in the 1960s.

Regional variation iii growth patterns for all places is
shown in figure 2. here the proportion of places growing
Is graphed by maul sox for both decades separately tor
the Northeast and West. and two census divisions of die
North Central States and the three divisions of the
South. (The nimbi.. of incorporated places is too small
to permit separate consideration of the two dhisions hi
the Northeast and the two in the West. For comenience,
these census regions will be referred to JS "divisions"
here along with_the others discussmg the charts.)

For the entire Nation, the positive association be
tween initial size and percent of places growing b 4.lcarb
evident for the 1950-60 peood and is reduced for
1960.'0 with the deOine in the proportion of larger
places growing and the increase in the proportion of
smaller places growing. A similar positive assocration,is
found in all divisions except the Northeast in 1950.60.
but in the more recent decade only i the West and West ,
North Central States. Among divisions. it is uniformly
true that places over 2.500 were less likely to grow in
the most recent decade than in the 1950's. Smaller
places wider 1,000 were slightly more likely to grow m
the 1960s in West North Central States and.consider-
ably more so in the bast South Central and West South
Central States (roughly the South away front the
Atlantic seaboard). The shift between decades for the
West South central Ia moo dramatic. the line of
assoLiation between we am) growli for 1950-60 Ia
approximately a 45.degree angle lot 1960 70 it is
ahnost horwootai

To get a better understandmg of the growth of
incorporated places in then local ...mem, svc classified
towns a...orchng to the swe of tlic laigco place ni the
..ounty as of 1960. The pioportion growing by de...ade.

sue, and size of largest community lover 10.000.

1 0

6

2,500 to 10,000, and under 2,500) is given in figure 3.
The lust row ...if graphs gives results by division fur
places in countres having a center over 10.000 in 1960.
In JD divisions, there Was J declme ni the proportum of
places growing in the 1960's compared with the 1950's.
not only fur centers of 10,000 and up hut atso fur those
uf 2,500 to 10,000 people. hi the West North, Central,
East Smith Central, and West South Central divisions,
there was an increase in the proportion of plaoes growing
in tlw three dames under 1.000. This pattern of
differential growth suggests suburban/Aron around the
larger nonmetro cities. Such suburbanization may not
mutt in mcresed dram:es tif growth for places of 2,500
to 10.000 people in ..ounties having a ...enter over 10,000
because of the comparatively high density of such
places. For example, it can be chi m il in South Dakota
one of the few Slates Mice the area of all towns is
available for 1960 that towns of 2,500 to 10,000
people had an average of 2.741 people per square mile.
Such density does not Krum much further growth
without annexation. But smaller towns are compara-
tively more spacious. Those of 1,000 to 2.500 popula
tom had only half as much density (1.346 per square
mile) and those of under 1.000 population were only a
fifth as densely settled (554 per square mile). Thus more
of their growth on occur witlun exi.stIng town hound-
Mies without Spilling Oyer into unincorporated territory.

The second row of graphs gives growth patterns for
places in counties with largest centers of 2,500 to
10.000 people in 1960. In umpanng 1960-70 to
1950-60. there is generally a deJme in the proportion of
those 2,500 ru 10,000 that are growing 'nd in the
proportion of pla...es 1.000 to 2.500 growing as well.
exept in the Lb! Suntli Central and Wet South Central
States. Within dos county group.. these two divisions
show an likreabed proportion tit" ilices growing in all
three size categories under 2.500.

Turning now to incorporated towns in counties with
largest place less than 2,500 in 1960 (the third row of
fig. 3). we see that in the West North Central, East South
Central, and West South Central divisions, all size
categories had a higher proportion growing in the
1960-70 period. 11: cow rast. the proportion growing was
uniformly lower in the latter decade in the West. In
other divisions. the pattern is mixed.

The romp. .4 small town gr ow th shown in the
eaihsi figure for the West South Ccuitial and the Last
South Central &Altus dots prevails regardless of the sue
of largest place in the -ounty. hi the West North Central
States, this is true for coo. Cs with largest places tinder
2.500 and over 10.000. The growth pattern in ,..ounties
With larger plac suggests subothantation sound major
nomoetro ...ciders. ILL evidently more than this is going
on in these three divisions with Ow mucased growth ii
small places III more rural irunties.



PERCENT OF NONMETRO PLACES GROWING
BY SIZE OF PLACE AND DIVISION
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PERCENT OF NONMETRO PLACES GROWING BY SIZE OF PLACE,
SIZE OF LARGEST PLACE IN COUNTY, AND DIVISION
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Growth In and Out of

Some of the growth patterns reviewed so far suggest .1
decentralizing trend in many sections of the country. To
go one step farther in considering lids process. cotim ics
were classified by size of largest -community and the
total and incorporated plate populations were obtained.
Then. by subtraction. the population living outside
incorporated places in 1950. 1960. and 1970 was

determined.
Table 6 givo the pet cent change ot population in and

out of incorporated places for 1930-60 and 1960-70 by
site of largest conumtnity in the county and division of
the country. For a given category in this table. the
number of places is constant over each* dm& As a
consequence, the population of new places first reported
in 1960 is considered to be outside incorporated oniers
in the 1950-60 computations but is included for
1960.70. Similarly, the population of new pl.nes in
1970 is counted outside incorporated places in both the
1950-60 and 1060-70 figures. The centers disincorpo-
rated after 1950 have not been considered as part of the
place population at any time. .

This table gives sonic evidence of dccentrahzation,
particularly around centers of more ihan 10.000 popula.
non. For the United Slates as a whole. rn counties with
largest place over 10.000. the population outside ineor-
porated places is growing more rapidly than the pima:.
lion living in incorporated centers over the 1960-70
decade, though this was not true in 1950-60. Among
divisions, a similar transition was found in the Stinth
Atlantic States, whereas In the Northeast and Last North
Central divisions outside areas were growing more
rapidly than cities over both decades. In the Nonheast.
where little annexation of new territory by cities is
possible, the population ontsnle of places grew more
rapidly than the population in places over both decades
in the other two county groupings as well.

Further indkat ion or growth changes consictent with
deeentraluation is found by comparing the rates of
growth outside incorporated centers for the two decades

Incorporated Places .

and similarly the rates of growth mside incorporated
centers. For the three groupings by sue of largest
community. within divisions, there are only two seg-
ments in which the rate of population growth outside
incorporated centers did not increase (or the me of
decline slacken) in the 1970's than in the 1960's. In
contrast, for all divisions, the rale of growth was less m
tb.-; second decade for the population in incorporated
centers Waled in counties with the largest place over
10,000, Most divisions showed art Increase IP the rate of
grontit (or less decline), however, for the meorporaied
place population in counties with largest place under
2.500. This was also irue in two southern divisions for
%.0lnitles %VII h largest places 2,500 to 10,000. But for all
these segments. the difference in place growth between
1950-60 and 1060-70 was less than the corresponding
difference for the population outside incorporated
centers.

Metro figures arc included for rAmmanson in table 6.
Metro growth outside incorporated places is consider-
ably above that for nonmetro segments over both
decades in the Nation. Growth outside places is only
one-half as large in the 1960's as in the 1950's in metro
areas, however, whereas for nonmetro areas. the popula-
tion outside incorporated places did not -huge in the
1950's bnt grew 6 percent in the 1960's. Among the
divisions, only in the West South Central was growth
outside incorporated centers in metro areas higher in the
1960's than the 1950s. No divisions had an increase in
percent change of population inside incorporated centers
in the later decade. Yet, for the nomnetro sector, only in
the West was growth outside incorporated places not
higher (or decline less) in the second decade. To
summarize, a decentrali/ing pattern of population
change is more evident in metro than noninetro areas
two both time periods. But, there is increasing decero
nalintion in nonmetro areas when the 1960 decade,
4.h:1(.14:tett/ad by slower national growth. is compared
with the 1950's. In contrast, the rate of decentraluation
in :Hello areas appears to have slowed.

Distance from a Metro Center

Nonmetio Amerrea is not an isolated entity. Rather.
ii is integrated with the system of large urban eeliters
spread overihe kmd. There is a long tradition of researr.h
showing a variety or social and economic variables to be
associated with distance from a Metro center. Certainly.
the spread of population out from the metropolis
suggests that noninetro growth differentials might be
expiamed in part by nearness to a large city. In table 7.
the growth of population in and ont of incorporated
places is given by sue 01 largest place in the county
cross-classified by distance from the center of the
county to the nearest moo central cuy. in tiu I950's.
the Most rapid place growth was found m sounties with
places over 10,000 and more than 100 miles from a metro

13

tentral city. This suggests eompet neve advantage for
middle-sue cities if they are remote from metro centers.
By the 1960's. however, pIar.o in counties with cities
over 10,000 were growing less rapidly everywhere
about 10 percent in all three distance /ones.

The evidence of decentraluanon, discussed in eon-
moron with prevtous tables. is strongest here within 50
miles oi metro 4..enter. bin is rim limited to ibis distance
4-ategory. Within 50 miles. growth outside of places is
greater than mwrporated center growth in the 1960-70
period. Elsewhere, growth out stile centers is greater or
decline is less in the 1960s than in the 1950's. except
for counties with largest place over 10,000 and more
than 100 miles away from a metro center.
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Table 6Change of population in and out of incorpotated places by metro status of county and initial
size of largest nonintro placet United States and diviskms, 1950.60 and 1960-70

Area. 111etIO storm.,
and metal size of largest
noninetro plake In %Veld>

195040 19611-70

total
Inside

inkorporated
place,

()inside
tikorpowed

pLiet1
Iota!

Inside
tmorporateal

places

Outside
Morporated

places

United States
Percent

Metro counties 26 18 52 16 13 26
NonmetF0 counties 6 14 8 10 6

Size of largest pLiee
10.000 or more 16 18 12 12 11 14
2,500.9,999 10 7 4 8 1

Less dun 2.500 -6 8 1 6 -1

Northeast
Metro countiek 13 2 55 9 1 30
Nonmetro eounties .. 12 5 18 12 1 21

Sire of largest place
10.000 or more 15 6 25 13 2 25
2,500.9.999 . . . ..... 4 2 6 7 I 11

Less dun 2.500 8 8 15 I 17

North ('enual
Metro counties . . 24 . 18 53 - 13 I I 20
NotimetrO eounhjs . 9 4 7 I

Size oflarpzt plafe
10,000 OF more . 13 14 11 9 9 8
2.500-9,999 2 7 4 2 -5 -2

v Less ihan 2.500 -6 -10 -3 1 6

East North Centul
Metro counties . 24 17 53 13 11 20
Nonmetro counties . 9 10 8 8 8 9

Size Of largest place
10.000 OF more .... ..... 14 12 17 10 9 11

2.500.9.999 5 7 3 1, 6 6
Less than 2.500 ... .. . -2 2 4 6 3 8

West North Central
Metro counties 24 18 56 14 13 20
Nomnetro *aunties . 9 -9 6

Size of largest place
10.000 or more 10 15 7 10
2,500-9.999 -2 6 10 -3 4 -11
Less than 2,500 4 -12 -6 5 -10

South
Metro counties 36-.. 34 4() 22 21 24
NOMOOKO counties . 3 -7 7 12 3

Site of largest place
10,000 or more . 14 25 3 11 12 11

1500-9.999 . -3 14 -11 5 13
Less tlun 2.500 -1 I 2 13 -1

South Atlantic
MOM t.VtiritieS . . 411 29 60 26 21 32
Nonmetro knuntio. 9 11 10

Sue of largest plake
10,000 or Wow . 21) 24 16 16 12 19
2,500.9.999 . 3 17 .3 7 20 Ii
laNs than 2.500 , . .3 8 4, 2 .10 2

14
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Table 6-Change of population in and out of incorporated plams by metro stains of county and initial
size of largest nonnwtro place, United Stales and divisions, 1950.60 and 1960-70-continued

Area, metto_status.
and initial size of largest
nomnetro place in county

1950-60 1960-70

Total
Inside

incorporaicti
places

thitside
incorporated

places
'Iota!

Inside
ineorporated

pl.lecs
1

Out tside
incorporated

places

South Central

-,
Percent

Metro counties ..... . ... 21 i.,,, .20 24 / 1 2t1 -8
Nonineito counuts -3 20 -13 3 16 4

Size of largest place.
10,000 ot more 8 25 -6 8 13 1

2.500.9,999 .7 1 / .15 2 20 -7
Less than 2,500 -11 12 -15 4 18 -6

West South Central
Metn7 Counties 37 46 6 21 21 25
Nonmetto counties. t .1 17 46 s 12 -2

Sire of largest place
10.000 or more 9 25 12 7 11 .2

2,5009.999 .7 11 49 4 11 .3
Less than 2.500 ...... -11 2 -IS 3 13 -2

West .
Metro counties 49 42 65 28 26 28
Nomnetto counties 19 24 14 14 17 12

Site of largest place
10,000 or more 28 32 23 19 22 1$
2,500-9,999 10 15 0 . s a s
Les than 2,500 .t 2 -3 s 2 6

. _.

Table 7-Change of population in and out of incorporated rionmetro placcs, by distance horn a metro
central city and initial sire of largest place in county, 1950-60 and 1960-70

Ihstance and
initial site of
largest place

1950-60 196070

lotal
losulc

mcorporalcd
places

Outside
incorporated

places
finai

Inside
incorporated

places

Onside
incorporated

places

Legi than 50 mdcs
from a ceniral city

Pen t'ill th

TOM 11 15 7 13 11 1$

10.000 Or mute . . . . . . 17 17 18 15 10 21

2.500.9.999 .. ....... .. 6 14 1 11 12 10
Less than 2.500 ... .. 9 -3 9 14 7

50.99 in-les front a
central city

Total 3 13 4 6 10 3

10,0000r more .. , . 13 17 - 7 11 11 I I
2.500-9.999 .... . -3 8 .10 t . a .1

Less than 2,500 .. .7 3 10 7 -2

100 miles or more
hom a central city

Total .. , , .. . . 8 15 I 5 8 1

10.000 or more .. . .. 21 23 18 10 I I 9

2,5009,999 .. , . 1 10 -7 5 4
Less than 2.500 . .. .. 4 -- .12 .2 1 4

1 6
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Table 7 ay shows that the indease in gtowth of
smaller centets In rural tounnes is not limited to the
50-mile band. Plates in wonties with largest plate under
2,500 grew mote tapidly to the 1960fs than ut the
1950's in all three distance tategories.

The number of tounties m some thstãiii.e bands is
very small in particular regions and divisions. For

example, most connties mote than 100 miles from a
metto central city ate in the North CenttaLandz
Mountain States, but almost mow are in the "Nonfat.

be.ause of Luger wont), sites, there arc very.
few counties less than 50 miles from a centtal city in the
West. For this reason, we have not reporied a distake
by sue of largest pla.e tlassitleation sepatately for
regions ot divisions.

The Interstate Highway System and Population Growth

Deielopment, parutularly in Mal Meas. leqUit es
adequate tranSpottalion to movide linkages w ith other

inents of the etymon). Many have aigued that our
lute tate highway system tan have important posnwe
4,011Seklile mes for population and et ononut growtli (214
5).,To take advantage to suth an effed. tonstruttion of
new highways to tomplenient the nnelsLite yteiii
been JO expliot pail of the development roglani Ill
Appalaehia (17, 3). We would expect growth ef non-
mein, .itics and towns to he assodated with pitixinuty
to interstate highways.

To InCasOIC this possible 41SSOldriOn. OoliOldru
tics were .lassthed. tismg the 1965 Rand AN* Rood
Atlas, as to whethet or not they .ontatned segments of
interstate highway at the midpoint of the 1960-70
decade. Much of the system was incomplete in 1965 so
tounties were 'minded only ii the road was finished oer
more titan one-lulf of the length of the omen), and was
.onneded with a substantial linclimlinty segnwm.

A.
4.

The population inside and outside imotporated
t enters is classified in table 8 by whether or not the
ounly of lo.alion had an interstate in 1965 and by size
of largest pla.e in the 4-ounty. . Be.ause only 301 counties
were classified as having an interstate highway, and theii
wete unevenly distributed ova the countty. the United .
Slates was divided into south and nonsouth segments'
mstead of the usual regions and division.s. For the whole
United SIAM the South, and the balance of the
winitry. we see that the total nonmetro popidation pew
at least twice as rapidly in counties on the hiterstate as-
m other townies. But. by size of largest wininunity, this
differeno is somewhat less fot .ounties with largest
Awe over 10,000. Militating that the effect of the
interstate ma) bc mote important for MOH sutal
counties.

Inside intotpotated pla.es there is little difference in
giutOti is) whether a .ounty is on 01 off the inteistate
fin .ounties with largesi plate over 10,000. Observed

Table 8Change of population in and out of nunmetro incorporated places. on and off an interstate Itighw.y and
initial sire of largest placain county. United States. South, and nonSouth, 1950-60 and 196040

initial size of
largest place in county

1950-60 1960.70

, 47

Total
Inude

in.orporated
places

Outside
incorporated

places
Total

Inside
incorporated

places

Outside
incorporated

places

On
high-
waY

OIf
high-
way

On
high-
Way

Off
high-
way

On
high-
st;o.

Off
high.
way

On
high-
way

Off
high-
way

On
high-

I way

Off
lugh,
way

On
high-
way

ofr
high-
way

Percent
United stales'

Total 12 5 15 14 10 .2 13 7 10 10 15 4
10.000 or more ,.., 0 18 15 41., 16 19 17 10 14 12 10 I I 19 12
2,500-9.999 4 -1 12 10 4 -8 10 3 10 8 10
Less titan 2.500 -6 9 3 4 -9 8 1 11 6 6

South
Total 16 8 12 I I 11 4 12 7 8 8 17 7

10.000 of more 20 16 13 16 30 15 14 13 9 11 14

2,500-9,999 7 3 9 7 5 4 8 3 6 5 1 IO
Less than 2,500 -2 4 4 .4 -6 4 1 3 1 -3 4

Nonsoutlt Ar...

Total 7 2 22 19 -2 -8 13 6 14 12 13
10.000 or more 13 14 24 25 2 3 14 II 13 12 .154 ' 9
4500.9.999 4 17 14 -12 12 4 16 /2 sl 10 -2

Less than 2.500 4 i 3
6, -5 -II 12 18 1.3 10 -2

12
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differences, moreover, generaily favor places ill comics
not having interstate highways. Note that in this
analysis, it is the county and not the place that has the
interstate. In an earlier study. places over 10.000 were
classed according to whether or not they wen:" very near
such a highway; a slight positive associatkin with growth
was' found (12). In the present work with county units,
most of the growth effect is found outside incorporated
places where Mete-ire diffetenees for most size of largest
place groupings lot' both decades, In the more rural
count ies throughout the Nation, small centers also share
in the aggregate growth.

If one compares the population inside and outside
incorporated 0:liters. as was done in the preceding
seetion, a conclusion is that decentralization around
cities over 10,000 Is largely a phenomenon of the
interstate highway counties. In the United States and the
South in the 1950's, growth outside ineorporated places
was larger than that inside for counties with largest place
over 10,000 on the interstate. Bm. the reverse was true
for counties off the interstate. in the 1960's, the growth
advantage for population outside incorporated Centers
was larger on the interstate than ofT for the United
States and the South. as well as outside the South. Note
the rates of growth inside incorporated places declined
in the 1960's compared to the 1950's for counties with
largest place over 2,500, regardless of whether or not
there was an interstate highway in the county in 1965.

However, general conclusams about the growth-
inducing effect of interstate highways arc greatly Mod i-

fled when one examines data for the 1950's. The
interstate highway program did not result in significant
road mileage until the late 1950'3.2 Yet. we have found
in most cases that the growth advantage of counties
located on an interstate was similar in both the 1950's
and the 1960's, This suggests that growth dtffcreuttals
cannot be viewed as_ solely an effect of the interstate,
but that perhaps the reverse is trite. That is, ml erstates
have 'been built ping major traffic corridors that
correspond with development and population growth.
The tendency for highway plannmg to lag. rather titan
lead. growth and development has also been noted in the
press (23).

Some evidence of a change tn growth processes over
time is obtained. however, as in table 8 for counties
()inside the South with largest place over 10,000. The
same tendency appears in table 9 where counues arc
grouped according to distance to a metro center. (The
small number of counties in some cells makes it impossi.
He to present this table for difkrent sect tons of the
country.) In the I950's. counties that had cities of more
than 10,000 in population and that were more than 100
miles from an SMSA central city "ere growing more
tapidly both insula-and..outside mcorpotated centers Ii
they were .iot on an Illlerstaie (ham if they %vele. in the

' In 1960. 7,400 mile of the otteistate s).tem were kont-
Mete, imlutIntg toll roads 1 he mileage intreased to 18.300 m
196$ and 28,600 en 1970

Table 9-Change of population in and out of nonneetro incorporated places, on and off an en terstale loghway. sae
of largest place in comity, and distance from a tnetro central city. 1950.60 and 196040

1/1.a.nwe:ma initial
swe of WINN plaY c

en county

Less than 50 nudes
from a central 0.ity

loial .... ..
10.000 or more .
2.500-9.999 ...
Less than 2.500 .

50-99 miles from .1
central cay

(owl .

10,000 or more
2.500-9.999
ess than 2,500

100 miles or more
from a central cut)

1 mai . . . .

2300.9.999 . .
10,000 or mmo

I css than 2.500 i

1950-60 1960-70

Total
Inside

insorporatcd
Naas

OuUude
ensorporatcd

places
I otjl

tnsl
nk or pouted

Mau:,

Onside
two rporai etl

places

On
logh-
oas

Oil
*b-
oas

On
WO-
W.*

Off
lugh-
cay

On
high-
ssas

Ot f
high-
way

On
high-
way

I Olf
I high.
I itay

On
high-
%say

Olf
high-
was

On
high-
V1,11

Off
high-
way

Perm(

16 8 17 IS 15 8 16 lb 11 11 21 1 I

2.0 14 lit 16 22 13 16 14 11 10 23 20
9 5 14 14 6 -1 15 9 11 17
6 1 19 8 -3 20 7 21 11 20

9 2 12 1 13 6 6 9 0 9 10 10 2
16 12 14 19 1 7 5 11 I I 8 12 IS 10

-4 9 8 -7 6 9 -3
-7 7 4 7 -3

8 .7 14 15 1 1 10 4 I i 7 8 1

13 12 16 25 8 19 14 10 1 1 11 16 8
2 1 12 10 -5 .7 5 9 4 1 -I

-3 -8 5 -6 - -12 -5 -3 -3 1 .6 -1

13



191.10'S. lile leVelse A.lb 11Llc, Anil the 01AS1h athant4gc

Ping to toontles on nth:4state inglosa)s. At Ibis
distante f rum liftte 4-Ittes, there w4s Aso all increased
grow th advArnagc in the most ro..ent &A.A.: tor ..uouties

. having inteistate Wm.*. with laigest 14ace 2.500 to
10,000, but not lor )0tuities with LlizZest 1441e under
2.500.

hi stun. thc interstate iiiiiu 4ppe.us to 1614: 4
posinve association with growth. paincul.n4 outside

.._

nisoupotated entets. In nioxt segrilen4 sousitiemd.
however, this lb found in the l'O's behire and doting
'may stages of interstate tonstinctwo As %tell as in the
loOrs. Local effects 401' intersiatc Ingliwa}s on popula-
non are often vet) obvious in the most oxtul have!.
But. fulthet work is requited using unite elaborate
analytical techniques before more detunthe conclusions
wit be readied ..otkeiniug the effect of this Yaikible on
growth of nonmetro towns.

Annexation and Growth

Cities t.towv iii population hot 1/4,14 h} filling in tku
territory hut also 1) Advitz to their imrporate hinds
through annexalion. This adds to the complemq ol the
atutl of growth. lot annonatigni is a legal pioeess and
cities dater In lite extern to which they are able to
annex heeause ot %amnions in Stale la% and oppoitti.
tut!. As a ctniseillienee. done Is not ak%aYs a dose
tagrewomlence between the thickly settled ter ritor of
4 eity in the Iteographie sense and the torritol enonn
passed 1%3 die itunnopal limas.

This does not nw.in Out giowth du,: Io antic \atop 1%
"spurhttr." and should be elomnaied limn consiclehit ton,
It usually relhxts geitui ne grow i b with i cal slInS'entiences
tot the k1fl01011111; ,ommintit. But it is illtportant to
know the extern to whit.h otsselsed glooth is due to
anncSatiOn and to identnj are.ii whew Jintex.thon is
either highly prevalent or Yell whequent. Deeenttali/a.
non. measured h conipartn; grow th in and out ol
ineotporateti centers. also is afteeied 11% antleSation
possibihnes and accomplidunenis.

Beguinine with the 1900 tensus, Ii h pImIble to
Obtain the Orient population within what wds the
morporated limit.. of aii admit pla).): at the 10 th. 4,1 the
ptetednig Census. l'sing these data, one may deb:mitne.
lot nonmetro incorposated .entets ovei 2,500, whethei
01 not an annexation ol tertitol ))).titied whth
inv,dies population and What the Ithilottame ot annexa-
non was iti population glow th 4.Ai 14%tio mid
1960.70.

Table 10 goes the pet..4:nl Ati 14.10:1 atinesing oisl
hoih decades N. IRMA %me ion the tooloons of iii.:
sounit,. The striking dills:it:Ike in this table is betwceo
the Nottheast and the other regions. (hil) one qua, lel 01
the i)lases la the Nontheast annexed over e.0.11 10.4nk
whereas itAel MO-0114h ol the ,enteo, lo,,od iii other
regions did ..o. Anlongth.. ilikei is:Villis. the %elt shkAts
tile ittghesi pit,p(111hpil ot places JIHNS11112. A lib siS:1 SO
perk.4:111 doing so in both 19504)0. and 1060.70. In
gener,d, Ingo pkices .ill: 111014: likel,v to Julies %%oh she
esseptiost ot the \to theast, 78 pin Lem .ii listal tri 1111;

places in sue groups owl 10.000 mak sol oset hods
do,a)les. Outside the N041110.1 then, althesaitoo h ,i
olonnan IMJIIS ul 1,...pnig 11101111ljnibla c \ IIJISS1.110 Of WW1

MilliKip41 hunts. paolu.ulatl) los lar,:er nom)). ti I. %an; L.
. tOjelkerLul. tit Ilk lgarl, the LIN ol .ifiliouttott %AI at
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table 10 Pertent of mullein) places annesingto initial:4c,
Uniied States anct gegions. 1950-60 mid 1960.70

Meade and
initil sue

1411j 1 North. 1 Noon
%Me, e.1.1 I eialul Siiii0i West

Pert.eni

1950-60
10i41 . . . 63 23 63 7; 82
25,000 to mote 77 25 96 so 78
1(00024,999 77 27 41 91 92
i mow) ,999 69 25 70 77 84
2,500-4,999 . 56 18 st na 77

1960-1(J
total 67 21 70 71 84
25,0000) mom 12 14 93 92 92
10,000.24,999 li 22 81 44 94
5,000.9,999 70 25 70 79 &I
2,300.4,999 . 60 24 6 1 61 78

,

the sank: lod of dightl) lughel Hiatt m the OR0s .
rbia,,. the low eg motional level% 01 population vow th m
small sine. m the niono: gomatt olek.ade %keit: 1011 %We 10
Ltillite to atutktS sohotln

Mc importaik4; ill .11111.A.111ntt VA 1)0111114110n giowth
is indkated tit the lust two column.; oil table II. Thew
lesiths show learkv 11141,11hIlt p.m th of 11111411 pla).es iv
a.)sooated with innovation and that the importance 4.4
aniknalmu 10 growth Ita.) um eased. rims. OS percent ot
the population growth 44 urban in.,)0poi,twd pikes owl
I9SO4)0 wav in leirilot antieCa 01 1114:+e Ow% MO
190. Ilus was nue ool 80 petcent ot the gtowth twel
low)-70. Just as Liget plkes ale more Ithel to AluCx.
lin pit/1/%4nm ol glowill due to jimesailon nme.ase,
"ills so.: "1 I'Llo: In lokt. liar RIJo.es mei 25.000. the
1900.70 rulpuill011 IS 110, Wilk...1111y a population
dedine and icdthed denso in the in ban letinot of
1%0.

Colunms °nee, tom, Jimul Ine '1 lalle 11 eoltipale
the glow th )11 pla.es annexiii.; with those not annexing.
pid,..:1/4 not .sim,sub:: tua tCR hum g..0.:s oi glut% lii, 6
Igeteut all kott4;111k 1 In 1114: 1950\ 411%1 1 14:14.1:111 111111C

lobo% Note that sjisall,:j 11,3,, es not auto:mile had latglget

taks oi u.gyotli floats 1.1i!4el one.. the 1.% .im: of the misual
lottott Mt, h ..onsh14:01 with Ms last that small Oases



Table 11Nonmetro population change and annexation by initial size, 1950-60 and 1960-70

Decade and
Ato, Initial size

Population growth
due to annexation Change over decade Total

places
annexingAU

placcs
Maces

annexing
All Maces Maces not

places annexing annexing

1950-60
Percent

Total 65 72 16 22 6 6$
25,00049.999 72 75 11 14 2 77
10,000-24.999 71 76 18 22 77
5,000-9.999 63 70 17 22 6 69
2,500-4.999 50 63 18 24 9 56

1960-70
Total 89 97 10 13 67

25,00049,999 110 106 11 14 82
10,000-24.999 88 87 9 12 -3 75
5,000-9,999 83 91 10 13 3 70
2,5004,999 68 77 10 15 3 60

average fewer people per square mile than do larger
places-and hus may have more room for growth without
adding additioml territory. Although the proportion of
growth due to annexation was found to be larger in the
1960's than in the 1950's, the fourth column indicates
that the aggregate growth of places annexing was less.
This is illustrated also by some summary figures. In all,
during the 1950's, 1,440 nonmetro urban places
annexed an average of 1,342 people each. Over the
1960's, 1,701 places annexed an average of 1,186
persons.

This analysis has shown thai annexation is an

important aspect of population change. The absence of
much annexation in the Northeast helps to explain thc
low rates of city growth and the strong indication of
decentralization in that region. Many of thc North-
eastern towns are simply full. Their growth can only
occur outside the corporate limits. In the remainder of
the country, annexation is widely prevalent and most
(up to 90 percent) of the population growth of places is
in territory newly acquired during the decade. Although
nonmetro cities showed lower rates of growth in the
1960's than the 1950's, the contribution of annexation
to this growth increased in importance.

Trend Implications Since 1970

Reliable figures on the population of towns are
obtained only every 10 years in thc census of popula-
tion. Current data indicative of population change an:
not available for towns in the same manner 2S for
counties. However, for larger nonmetro places, the
Bureau of thc Census prepares estimates that almust
certain.; give a reasonable picture of post-1970 trends.
These figures show that nonmetro places of 10,000 or
more people in April 1970 grew by an average of 2.6
percent from 1970 to 1973, uSing curtpnt metro.non .
metro definitions On the other hand. the rest of the
nonmetro population in places of less than 10,000
people and in the open countrygrew by an average of
4.9 percent_ Thus, the trend oi decentralizition and
dispersal of the nonmetro population into smaller places
and open country that was foreshadowed in the 196040
data has continued to the point that the major nonmetro
urban centers arc no longer increasing in population
faster than the rest or thc nonmetro sector. This is quite
contrary lo the pattern of earlier decades.

There is a growing analogy between ..the pattern of
change in nonmetro clues and that in the metro areas.
Like their larger metro counterparts, the nonmetro cities
of 10,000 or more people continue to serve as primary

1 9

employment, trade, and service centers for their hmtcr-
lands. However, residential population increase within
these places is reduced from its former rate, while
smaller places and open country areas, as a class, show a
revival of population incrcasc whether they arc satellitic
to the laiger towns or basically independent of them.

The extent to which this trend will continue is
uncertain, as arc its ramifications. The Northeastern
States have for a number of years seen a trend for
greater population growth outside of incorporated places
than within thent. But the functions of local Hommel-
pal units in this region are strong. such as the New
England "towns." Thc stress on provision of services in
other regions where there is no effective subcounty unit
of government may be different. In any event, it is clear
from the patterns of town growth in the 1950'S and
1960s, and the further Inflection of these trends evident
from our skimpy but revealing data since 1970, that
nonmetro towns arc not vanishing into insignificance as
a residential class, but may now bc ceasing to acquire
further increase at the expense of the countryside. The
picture of population distribution in rural and small
town America is anythin' hill static.
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